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determine whether a Bill, passed in three successive Sessions through the
House of Commons against the House of Lords, in their opinion raises an
issue of great gravity, and whether some three years before, the judgment
of the country had or had not been * sufficiently ascertained/ And what
then ? The measure (say a measure for Welsh Disestablishment) is to go
separately to a Referendum to the electors of the United Kingdom in
manner to be hereafter provided by Act of Parliament. But what sort of
an Act of Parliament ? In the meantime the whole of this Bill is to be
hung up. Nowhere and at no time has such a proposal been put forward
in the whole domain of constitutional experiment. Is this what the
electors voted for last December ?
No, Sir, thoFte amendments, taken as a whole, amount to a rejection of
our Bill. What would happen if they were to be incorporated in the
measure ? When you have a Unionist majority in both Houses, the
whole thing becomes a dead letter. Matters remain exactly as they are-
Measures of the utmost gravity and most far-reaching effect may be
passed in defiance of public opinion over the heads of the electorate.
You live in fact under unchecked and undiluted Single-Chamber Govern-
ment* But with a Liberal Government in power you would have a
Hoxise of Commons fettered beyond all its predecessors in the control
of finance, and in all cases where an irresponsible and non-representative
body independent of both Houses should so determine, every deadlock
will bo settled and settled only by a Referendum ad hoc. In other words,
the Bill in its present form is a direct contradiction and a flat negation
of the decision of the country.
What, then, ought to be done ? and in particular what ought to be
the attitude of this House in the situation so created ? We tried—the
leaders on both sides—tried—to settle this controversy last year by
conference and agreement- That attempt, unhappily, came to nothing.
Lord Lansdowne tells us that there are some, at all events, of the amend-
ments which the Lords have introduced into the Bill which in their view
are so essential that they would certainly not be prepared to recede from
them in substance so long as they remained free agents, I assume, of
course, that this language refers to amendments like his own, and I have
to say in reply on behalf of the Government, and I believe on the majority
of the House of Commons, that to such amendments we cannot and shall
not see our way to accede*
We have, therefore, come to the conclusion, and thought it courteous
and right to communicate that conclusion in advance to leaders o£ the
Opposition, that unless the House of Commons is prepared to concede
these essential points there is only one constitutional way of escape
from what would otherwise be an absolute deadlock. It ia the method
of resort to the Prerogative which is recognised by the most authoritative
exponents of constitutional law and practice, by writers such as Erskine
May, Bagehot, and Dicey, when, as here is the case, the House of Commons
must be presumed to represent on the matter in dispute the deliberate
action of the nation, But it is not necessary to rely on the dicta of text
writers, however eminent. For the precedent of 1832 is what the lawyers
call & ease precisely in point. As we are accused by ignorant people of
being responsible for a coup $4tcA or at any rate of an unprecedented

